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| Stock Holding anda $10,000 Cit 


Financial Filings at Issue 
The following article is. based on re- 
zorting by Jaff Gerth and Edward T. 
Pound and was written by Mr. Pound. 
Tpecdal to The New York Times en 
WASHINGTON, July 26 — In Senate 


William J. Casey, now the Director of 


' Cantral Intelligence, failed to disclose 
_ stock holdings in one. corporation and 


confirmation proceedings this cl 


the receipt as a gift of a 310,000 interest’ 
in another business venture, according 
to a review of oublic records and infor- 
ization provided by a close business as- 
occiare. 

In a personal financial disclosure | 
statement presented to the Senate Intel | 
ligence Committee last January, Mr. | 
Casey said that he had not received any 
gitts worth more than 3800 in the last 
five years. 

Accom by Business Associate 

Wowever, a longtime business associ- 
aie, Carl G. Paftendorf, said in a inter- 

:yiews this week that in November or 

| December 1378 he gave Mr. Casey a 
210,000 interest in Penverter Partners, a 
limited partnership engaged in develop- 
rent of computer technology. Mr. Paftf- 
erviorf said that Mr. Casey gave hima 
nominal zum of $100, but he repeatedly 
characterized Mr. Casey’s interest, 
which be said is now worth $20,000, as a | 

| “pitt.” 

Mr. Casey, responding to questions 


through a scokesman for the Central In- | 


telligence Agency, said he delieved that 
he had paid ‘‘sore nominal considera. 
tion” for the Penverter interest. He said 
he considered the transaction a pur- 
chase and not a gift, but he acknowl- 
edged that he did not know the value of 
the interest when he acquired it. 

While he did not report his Penverter 
interest as a gift, Mr. Casey disclosed 
his holdings in the partnership in the 
personal financial statement on file with 
the Senate. 

However, Ivir. Casey did not disclose 
in that statement or in another filed with 
the Federal Office of Government 
Bthics that he heid 2 percent of the stock 
in ancther Paffendortf-related business, 
Vanguard Ventures Inc. Mr. Paffendorf 
said that Mr. Casey’s Vanguard stcck 
was worth about $20,000. 

Through his spokesman, Mr. Casey 
acknowledged that he ‘‘still owns’? Van- 
guard stock and that he “‘would not dis- 
pute” Mr. Paffendort’s estimate that he 
owned 2 percent of the stock. The 
spokesman said that Mr. Casey had no 
comment on why the stock holding had 
not deen publicly reported. 

The Ethics in Government Act of 1978, 
under which Mr. Casey filed the report 
with the Federal ethics agency, pro- 
vides that the Government may bring a 
civil suit against an olficial ‘“who know- 
ingly or willfully” fails to file a report or 
omits required information. The court 
may fine an official up to $5,000 for vio- 
lating the reporting requirernent. One 
reason such reporting is required is in 
order to disclose possible sources of con- 
flicts of interest on the part of public of- 
ficials. 

Concern In Wake of Hugel Case 

‘The adequacy of Mr. Casey’s finan- 
cial disclosures has become a concern 
for the Senate Intelligence. Committee 
-and the White House in the wake of the 
controversy over the business practices 
of Mr. Casey and a former top aide, Max 
C. Hugel. Mr. Hugel, appointed by Mr. 
Casey as head of clandestine operations 
for the intelligence agency, resigned 
earlies this month after two former 
business associates accused him of 
stock manipulation. : . 

A May 19 court decision raised ques- 

tions about Mr. Casey’s business prac- 
tices of some years ago in yet another 
concern, Multiplonics Inc., which was a 
New Orleans-based farming business. A 
Federal district judge in Manhattan 
said that Mr. Casey knowingly -partici- 
pated with several others in a 1968 in- 
vestment offering that ‘‘omitted and 
raisrepresented facts’’ to investors. — 


Referring to the Penverter interest, \ 
Mr. Paffendorf, who also heads COAP [| 
Systerns Inc., a publicly held computer- } 
ized financial planning company, said |! 
that he had made the gift as reoayment | 
for critical financial assistance that Mr. | 
Casey had given COAP Sys:ems over 
the years. 


Penverter was organized :n Novem- 
ber 1978, in the same period in which Mr. 
Casey received the interest. 2ecords at 
the Securities and Exchange Commis- 
sion show that at that time the partner- 
ship reached an agreement, >ackdated 
to March 1976, under which it ourchased 
key assets of COAP Systems. 


Since that sale, Penverter has fallen 
behind in payments to COA>?, but the 
Penverter pee as value has in 
creased su tially because of suc- 
cessful marketing of its asset3, comput- 
er-related technology, according to 
5.E.C, records and staternen's made by 
Mr. Pafferdorf. 


Serutinized for 4 Pos!s 


Mr. Casey has undergone tne scrutiny 
of the Senate for its confirmation for 
four Government posts in tne last 10) 
years, having served as chairman of the | 
Securities and Exchange Commission ; 
from 1971 to 1973, then briefly as Under: 
Secretary of State for Economic Affairs i 
and then as president of the =xport-Im- | 
port Bank. He has also been ‘he subject | 
of background inquiries by tie Federal | 
Bureau of Investigation. However, some 
aspects of his financial affairs and Gov- 
ernment activities have neyr been ad- 
dressed in Senate hearings cr explored 
by the F.B.i. 

For example, Mr. Paffend ort, a busi- 
ness associate of Mr. Casey m Long Is- 
land for two decades, said tiat he was 
not questioned by the burea. when the 
bureau made its background inquiry on 
Mr. Casey for the C.I.A. post. 

Furthermore, Mr. Casey was never 
asked by. the Senate to exnlain what 
Federal prosecutors said was contradic- 
tory testimony in connecticn with the 
Government's unsuccessful prosecution 
of top Nixon Administration officials on 
charges of trying to aid Robe-t L. Vesca, 
the American financier who's a fugitive 
from Federal fraud charges, in the 
early 1970's. 


Questioned at Mitchel! Trial. 


At the 1974 trial in New York of former 
Attorney General John N. Mitchell and : 
others, Mr. Casey, a Government wit- | 
ness, angered prosecutors who said he: 
had forgotten crucial events and contra- | 
dicted his earlier grand jury testimony, 
according to court transcripts. 

The contradiction involved) Mr. 
Casey’s account of a 1972 meeting with 


A TS 


‘Mr. Mitchell, whom the Covernment | 
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had charged with trying to impede an 
§.2.C. investigation of Mr. Vesco’s fi- 
nances in return for a large campaign 
contribution, Mr. Casey’s chairmanship 
of the securities commission spanned 
the period that included the commis- 
sicn’s Vesco inquiry. : 


in trying to establish that Mr. Mitch- 


ei) was acting in Mr. Vesco’s behalf, 
Federal prosecutors wanted to show 
that the former Attorney General had 
initiated a meeting between Mr. Casey 
and Mr, Mitchell. Court transcripts 
show thata Federai prosecutor said Mr. 
Casey told a grand jury in 1973 that Mr. 
Mitchell had asked him to to his apart- 
ment in April 1972. Then, when ques- 
tioned at the trial, Mr. Casey told prose- 
cutors rhat he could not remember who 
initiated the meeting. 


But in response to questions from Mr. 
Mitchell's attorney, Mr. Casey said he 
would not dispute a statement by the at- 
torney that Mr. Casey had initiated the 
meeting. Cne of the Federal prosecutors 

said in court that Mr. Casey’s trial testi- 
‘racy was ‘directly contrary” to his 
testimony defore the grand jury. 
Senators’ and Associates’ Backing 

At nis various confirmation hearings, 
especially the one held earlier this year 
by the Senate Intelligence Cornmittee, 
Mr. Casey’s record has been widely 
praised by Senators and associates. 


| Mr. Pattendorf, for one, is an enthusi- 
; astic supporter of the Director of Cen- 
; tral Intelligence, saying that Mr. Casey 
has been almest lixe a father to him as 
. wellas a frequent business associate. 
' ‘"Taey became associated some 20 
‘ years ago, Mr. Paftendort said, and co- 
fourded COAP Systems, which special- 
izes in cornputerized financial planning 
for wealthy investors. They have also 
participated in numerous venture-capi- 
tal investments through Penverter 
Partners, Vanguard Ventures and other 
‘ companies. 
Mr. Paffendort, who is 48 years old, 
described Mr, Casey as ‘‘a super, super 
man’ who had often helped his various 
companies when they needed cash. 
In addition to. the 1976. transaction in| 
-which Penverter Partners bought some 
of COAP Systems assets, Mr. Paffen-; 
dort said, Mr. Casey’s involvement with | 
COAP Systems included the following: 
Jin 1971 and 1972, Mr. Casey person- 
| ally advanced about $100,000 to COAP | 
Systems to help the struggling company ; 
t . 
+ 


stave off bankruptcy and meet its pay- 
rolis. The loans were paid back. 

“Mr. Casey put up 350/000 of an 
$200,000 loan to COAP Systems that was; 
made by Mr. Paffendorf and others in: 
1973. 

din 1979, Mr. Casey purchased COAP 
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by an independent trustee. 


Planning Inc., a key division of COAP 
Systems, for $250,000. COAP Systems is » 
currently liquidating mest of its assets | 
andis a dormant corporation, according | 
to Mr. Paffendort. 
41A3 a co-founder of COAP Systems in | 
the early 1960's, Mr. Casey held signifi- | 
cant stock in the company. In 1971, he | 

held 8 percent of the stock, but his hold- 

ings had dwindled to 2 percent, ar 57,000 
shares, by 1979. 
2 Versions of Involvement 


Mr. Paffendort'’s version of Mr. | 
Casey’s involvernent with COAP Sys- . 
iems differs in several respects from re- . 
ports made by Mr. Casey and by COAP | 
Systems. ; 


‘The personal loans made by Mr. | 
Casey in 1971 and 1972 to COAP Systems, : 
which Mr. Paftendort said he personally | 
discussed with Mr. Casey, came at a | 
time when Mr. Casey was chairman of | 
the S.E.C., which regulates COAP Sys- 
terms and other publicly held companies. - 

At his confirmation hearings in 1973 - 
for the post of Under Secretary of State, : 
Mr. Casey testified that while at the 
$.E.C., his finances and investments 
were placed in a blind trust and handled 


Mr. Casey has not reported any hold- | 
ings in COAP Systerns on his current 
disclosure statements, and Mr. Paffen- 
dorf said that he did not know whether 
Mr. Casey still held stock in the concern. | 

Mr: Casey did disclose on these forms . 
an interest in COAP Planning, the asset 
he bought for $250,000 in 1979. He values 
COAP Planning at $55,000 to $115,000 on 
the form submitted this year to the Fed- 
eral ethics office. 


Not Mentioned in COAP Reports 


COAP Systems did about 2 million in 
annual sales in the 1970’s. A review of its 
annual reports to shareholders and the | 
S.E.C. over the last 10 years shows no ; 
mention of Mr. Casey. 

According to securities lawyers and 
S.E.C. officials, the failure of COAP Sys- ; 
tems to report Mr. Casey’s 1971 and 1972 | 
loans publicly could be a violation of | 
S.E.C. disclosure laws. Those laws re- | 
quire that stockholders be informed of 
material transactions. 

Referring to the what he called the 
“gift”? of the Penverter interest, Mr. | 
Paffendorf said that he wanted todo Mr. | 
Casey “‘a favor in consideration of the | 
things” Mr. Casey had done for COAP | 
Systems. 

Expressing concern about how the 
transaction would be interpreted, Mr. 
Paffendorf said, ‘It’s going to look like I 
paid him off,’’ but he said that was not | 
the case. He said that Mr. Casey had 
dene nothing for his companies in his ca- 
pacity as a Government official. 


